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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
For many planners, Oregon’s statewide growth management policy framework represents 
the planning ideal.  The planning regime in Oregon requires local comprehensive planning that is 
coordinated and enforced at the regional and state level.  As mandated by state law, 
comprehensive plans are required for all cities, counties and regional areas.  These 
comprehensive plans include both a coordinated land use map and a policy statement of the 
governing body, and serve to interrelate all functional and natural systems and activities relating 
to the use of land including: sewer, water, transportation, education, recreation, natural resources 
and air and water quality (APA, 1996).  States such as Oregon have the political will to enact a 
highly specific framework for managing a complex web of planning issues. Working within a 
growth management framework that acknowledges connections and requires coordination from 
the state level down to local communities is deemed by many as an ideal planning paradigm.  
So how do communities in states that don’t have growth management frameworks 
coordinate land use planning activities inter-jurisdictionally?  If they do it at all, they do it 
voluntarily.  And often this voluntary collaboration between governmental entities lacks the 
sophistication and logical organization that a well-defined growth management framework 
includes.  Even though these ad hoc collaborative planning regimes may be well defined as 
bricolage (Innes and Booher, 1999), they are often successful at coordinating local and regional 
collaborative planning efforts when no such effort is mandated or incentivized.  As stated by 
Lindell L, Marsh in his vignette entitled Collaborative Planning: A New Paradigm for 
Reconciling Urban Growth and Conservation,  
“The promise of such an approach extends in many directions.  It overcomes the nation’s historic 
institutional fragmentation.  It is based on the collaboration of interests and shared leadership.  
Together, stakeholders formulate a plan, a kind of social contract that reconciles the variety of 
interests.  The process has much in common with ideas such as “partnering,” public/private 
partnerships, ‘horizontal management,’ and ‘management by principle’ that now pervade our 
culture. The breadth and power of this approach can be expected to extend to broad growth 
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management is sues such as central city/suburban conflicts and regional economic development 
strategies” (1997). 
 
Collaborative planning has proven to be an ideal approach for a multitude of issues. Like 
many metropolitan communities, elected officials in the Charlotte metropolitan region of North 
Carolina have responded to issues impacting their region by institutionalizing several vehicles 
for inter-jurisdictional collaboration and coordination. This study explores the ad hoc 
collaborative planning efforts that have been undertaken in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg region, in 
an effort to create regional consensus on the provision and development of schools.  The paper 
also presents a theoretical model for evaluating collaborative planning; evaluates the 
collaborative planning efforts undertaken in the Charlotte region using the theoretical 
framework, and makes recommendations for strengthening these efforts. 
 
2.  RESEARCH M ETHODOLOGY 
 
This paper originated from a research project conducted jointly by the University of 
North Carolina’s Center for Urban and Regional Studies and the Orange County Dispute 
Settlement Center.  The project was lead by Dr. David Salvesen and Andrew Sachs.  The Z. 
Smith Reynold’s Foundation and the McKnight Foundation funded the project, under the  
objective of convening steering committees in two North Carolina counties, Macon and 
Mecklenburg, to conduct collaborative planning workshops that would host local school boards, 
county commissioners, city/town council members and local planning staff to discuss methods of 
collaboration on issues related to school siting.   As a precursor to convening these steering 
committees, the researchers working on this project conducted reconnaissance research to gain a 
better understanding of the contexts, stakeholders, issues and interests of the two communities 
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being studied.  The information used to develop this report was gathered through this period of 
research.   
 Through the interviews, stakeholders revealed that vehicles for collaboration focusing on 
capital facilities planning, and more specifically school planning issues, had already been 
established in Mecklenburg County.  What was not apparent was how well these methods of 
collaboration met “best practice” standards, and to what extent these collaboration efforts were 
successful in their attempt to satisfy all interests and culminate in tangible and intangible results.  
These findings led to the development of this research paper focused on deconstructing the 
operational methods of formal collaboration efforts and evaluating these operational methods 
against established criteria developed by experts on consensus-building and collaborative 
planning techniques.   
The case study form of research was chosen as the method for exploring the extent of 
collaboration that exists between the various stakeholders in Charlotte-Mecklenburg.   This 
method was deemed appropriate as it is the method which answers the “how” and the “why” of 
research questions (Yin, 2003).   In the words of one observer,  
“The essence of a case study, the central tendency among all types of case study, is that it tries 
to illuminate a decision, or set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were 
implemented, and with what result” (Schramm, 1971 as quoted in Yin, 2003). 
 
According to Yin, case study methodology should be utilized when a researcher 
“deliberately wants to cover contextual conditions – believing that they might be highly pertinent 
to the phenomenon being studied” (2003).   As this research is focused on how the Charlotte 
Mecklenburg School Board, the Mecklenburg Board of County Commissioners and the elected 
officials of the seven municipalities located in the county have collaborated on the siting and 
development of schools throughout the county, and as this required the investigation of previous 
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events for which the investigator had no control, the case study method was deemed most 
appropriate for this report.  A single case study was chosen as it provided a framework for 
evaluating collaborative planning techniques being utilized in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and as it 
could provide insights for communities working within similar contexts and dealing with similar 
challenges.  Specifically, communities that do not operate under state-mandated growth 
management regimes may glean insights from the methods that Charlotte-Mecklenburg has 
undertaken to coordinate school siting amongst jurisdictions.  They may also gain a better 
understanding of the methods available to evaluate their collaborative planning efforts.  Within 
this larger case study are two embedded case studies or vignettes that provide illustrative 
examples of two school siting efforts that took place in the context of the larger collaborative 
planning efforts, bringing to light the practical application of these vehicles. 
 The research for this study focused on extracting information that could answer the 
questions of how collaboration was occurring, what form the collaboration took and how 
successful the vehicles of collaboration were in terms of both process and outcomes.   The 
specific methods employed for this research are as follows: 
1. Interviewed stakeholders involved in collaboration efforts to understand the interests and 
opinions of the participants related to the efficacy and equity of the efforts; 
2. Conducted literature reviews and website searches in an effort to understand the context of 
the collaboration efforts, the story behind their origination and their organizing 
frameworks; 
3. Observed participants at public meetings to gain insight into the manner in which the 
meetings were conducted and to gauge the interest and engagement of participants ; 
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4. Content analyzed the interview notes, literature reviews and notes from participant 
observations using an instrument to evaluate collaborative planning processes and 
outcomes;  
5. Cross-evaluated the four vehicles for collaboration using the most pertinent evaluation 
criteria and employed a simple ranking system to determine where the highest levels of 
collaboration were occurring; and 
6. Developed recommendations for improving collaboration efforts, based on the results of 
the evaluation. 
  The data collected for this study came from a variety of sources.  Elected officials and 
staff of the school district, the county commission and city and town boards of the seven 
municipalities in Mecklenburg County were interviewed and asked questions regarding their 
experience and opinions regarding the collaborative planning vehicles identified, as well as their 
opinions regarding how it could be improved.  The specific questions that were asked of these 
interviewees and a list of the interviewees are listed in the appendices.  It should be noted that 
the interviews often included discussions on topics that were not included on the list of interview 
questions.   The interviewers believed that it was important to not only capture the information 
detailed in the list of interview questions, but also important for the person being interviewed to 
be given the opportunity to identify and discuss topics that may not have been identified through 
the interview questions but nonetheless were important to the topic of collaborative planning in 
the region.  In all, the researchers conducted over 30 interviews. 
Other forms of information used for this study include news articles from the Charlotte 
Observer, the region’s main print news medium; the websites of the governmental entities 
involved; the Charlotte-Mecklenburg school district’s Long Range Facilities Master Plan; 
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participant observation at meetings of the Planning Liaison Committee and the Joint Use Task 
Force, and review of meeting minutes and summary reports for the Planning Liaison Committee 
meetings, the Joint Use Task Force meetings, and formal public meetings of the various 
stakeholders.   
 
3.  SCHOOLS AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
 
 For years now, researchers have been exploring various relationships between schools 
and the urban environment.  Schools built in the early 20th century were developed as lynchpins 
of their communities, usually designed to have admirable architecture and a prominent location 
in the community (Beaumont and Pianca, 2000; Salvesen and Hervey, 2003).  As suburban 
development continues and demand for new schools grows, school districts around the country 
have responded by developing larger schools on the urban fringe, often where land va lues are 
most affordable for financially struggling school systems.  These same school systems are often 
more apt to close an older school that is located in an existing neighborhood as they can build 
more new seats for less money than renovating an older, smaller school (Beaumont and Pianca, 
2000). ).  As development has continued to move towards the suburbs and away from the center 
of cities, schools have lost their place as the cornerstones of communities, many becoming more 
like factories of education than buildings that inspire academic and civic excellence. 
This method of school planning has led to a multitude of studies on the effects of schools 
on community, travel, and quality of life (South Coastal Conservation League, 1999; Surface 
Transportation Policy Project, 2002; Wasely et al, 2000; Beaumont and Pianca, 2002; 
Environmental Protection Agency, 2003).  The overarching conclusion from these studies is that 
schools play a key role not only in the educational development of the nation’s children, but also 
as makers of place and definers of community.  The siting and design of schools have significant 
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effects on transportation systems, community infrastructure requirements, and more importantly 
the quality of life for community residents.   
Understand ing the nexus between school siting and regional planning goals and 
objectives, regions have begun working to make sense of the research and to identify how to 
coordinate school planning efforts that meet regional planning goals.  The Charlotte-
Mecklenburg metropolitan region in North Carolina and is one such example.  One of the key 
challenges for coordinating school planning within the context of regional planning objectives in 
Mecklenburg County (the county that Charlotte is located within) is that the state of North 
Carolina does not require coordinated land use planning.  Moreover, school districts in North 
Carolina are given full authority to site and develop schools and are not required to ensure this 
development meets local planning objectives.   Added to these concerns is the addition of 55,000 
new students that are projected to enroll by 2015 in to a school system that already operates 
over-capacity (Long Range Facilities Master Plan, 2005).   Without adequate public facilities 
ordinances or other growth management tools to manage future development in conjunction with 
the capacity of school facilities, the regional stakeholders, including the seven municipalities, the 
county and the school, are struggling to coordinate the development of schools to serve current 
needs, as well as provide for future growth. 
Making it even more difficult to resolve these issues, North Carolina delegates the 
authority to raise funds for the operation, construction and renovation of schools to counties, 
while delegating the budget administration and spending authority to the school district – 
effectively separating funding control from spending accountability.  In recent years, the county 
board of commissioners has taken a conservative approach to funding the school district’s capital 
budget requests and the district has been forced to respond to new development by adding 
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temporary facilities.  To date, the school district currently employs over 700 mobile units at over 
100 schools (Long Range Facilities Master Plan, 2005).  With its recent Long Range Facilities 
Master Plan, the school district predicts that student enrollment will demand the construction of 
51 new schools over the next ten years (2005).  As the system is currently functioning over 
capacity and the demand continues to increase, the local jurisdictions are struggling to develop 
solutions that meet the interests of all stakeholders.  As debate and contention will continue to 
surround this issue as it is made more complex by socio-economic and racial equity concerns, 
collaborative planning may become the ideal planning approach. 
 
4.  COLLABORATIVE PLANNING:  THEORY, PRACTICE AND EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
Scholarly research over the last few decades has begun to define and analyze the nature of 
collaborative planning, including the development of a theoretical foundation and criteria for 
evaluating collaborative planning. These theories are grounded in the theory and practice of 
interest-based negotiation and mediation (Innes, 2004). 
 Developing a more formal definition of collaborative planning, Innes and Booher define 
it as, 
“an array of practices in which stakeholders, selected to represent different interests, come together 
for face-to-face, long-term dialogue to address a policy issue of common concern.  Typically they 
have a facilitator and they build on the experience of mediated dispute resolution….They seek 
consensus rather than majority rule, and employ methods to assure that all are heard and respected 
and that discussions are based on stakeholder interests and not simply on arguments about 
predetermined positions” (1999). 
 
Collaborative planning undertaken in this vein, seeks to find collective common ground, 
to identify opportunities for mutual benefit, and to develop solutions to that end.  Communities 
seek to use collaborative planning when a potential policy or issue affects multiple parties, when 
it is deemed beneficial to incorporate all stakeholder interests as factors in final decision-making, 
and when stakeholders believe it is in their best interest to collaborate.   It implies a method of 
  
Collaborative Planning Evaluation Page 11 May 2005 
group deliberation that brings together for face-to-face discussion a significant diversity of 
individuals chosen because they represent stakeholders with differing concerns related to a 
common problem.   The process requires that participants have common information and that all 
become informed about each other’s interests. When the group has explored interests and agreed 
on facts, they create options, develop criteria for choice, and make the decisions on which they 
can all agree (Innes, 1996). 
 Also referred to as consensus building in the scholarly literature, collaborative planning 
denotes planning activities where a planner’s work is integrated in the fabric of the community, 
politics and decision-making.   Effectively, these planners serve as catalysts for collaboration and 
utilize the agreements and progress made through consensus-building efforts to develop policies 
and actions. 
In traditional rational planning, the planner would explore the facts and develop solutions 
based on empirical research, without the input from the larger body politic.  This type of 
planning happens outside of politics and the public realm and may not include all stakeholder 
interests held.  By contrast, in collaborative planning it is a defined segment of the larger 
population that collectively absorbs and evaluates information.  While the planner helps with 
data, ideas and strategies, and may even write the final synthesis, the basic elements and concept 
of the plan grow out of group discussion and deliberations.  A planner working under 
collaborative planning theory accepts the validity of experiential, subjective, and socially shared 
knowledge about many matters, including the public interest (Innes, 1996).  The goal of 
collaborative planning is deliberation that is informed, takes into account the interests of all 
including the weakest through rational decision-making.   
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A difficulty in formulating theories for collaborative planning is that it is an adaptive and 
evolving activity that often spins off into other self-organizing activities.  It is not a static activity 
that has a defined beginning and end, and usually lacks an agreed upon method for evaluating its 
success.  It is an iterative process that produces shared social, intellectual, and political capital.  
While often resulting in tangible results, such as a formal plan adopted by consensus, most 
collaborative planning activities produce intangible results that are difficult to quantify and 
evaluate.  These intangible products - personal and professional relations, joint learning, 
agreement on technical information, and political influence - may well be its most important 
products (Innes, 1995).    
Often, conventional meetings can be misinterpreted as so-called collaborative planning 
efforts as they involve a wider range of participants that seek consensus.  These meetings vary in 
the degree to which they engage all participants in open-ended discussion or, ultimately, in the 
effort to build agreement by exploring options and understanding different players’ perspectives 
(Innes and Booher, 1999).  In many ways, planning through consensus building can be framed 
not only as a means for solution-oriented communication, but also as a vehicle for learning.   
Consensus building is not the solution for every scenario.  It is time consuming effort that 
requires adequate skill and training.  It is only appropriate to use consensus building when all 
stakeholders have incentives to come to the table to share a common dialogue and have mutual 
reciprocity in their interests (Innes, 2004). 
Although there are many how-to manuals that provide instruction for developing and 
delivering a consensus-based planning effort (Moore, 1987; Susskind and Cruikshank, 1987; 
Ostrom, 1990; Fisher et al, 1991; Gray, 1991; Society for Professionals in Dispute Resolution, 
1997; Isaacs, 1999; Susskind et al, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000), very few attempts have 
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been made to develop a framework for evaluating collaborative planning processes. As 
collaborative planning varies from the rational planning model, conventional ways to evaluate 
planning are not very helpful in assessing consensus building as it works differently and has 
different kinds of effects than less collaborative approaches.  To date, there is a limited body of 
evaluation studies on consensus building techniques (Innes and Booher, 1999; Campbell and 
Floyd, 1996; Menkel-Meadow, 1997; Susskind and McMahon, 1985).     
One of the more recently developed frameworks for evaluating consensus building was 
published in 1999 by Innes and Booher.  This framework was developed using three sources: 1) 
the results of research and practice in consensus building, 2) the emerging ideas of complexity 
science, and 3) the concept of communicative rationality (Innes and Booher, 1999).  Providing a 
framework for evaluating consensus building gives credibility to collaborative efforts by 
articulating the elements needed for success.  As these evaluation criteria are utilized and further 
critiqued, the evaluation framework will evolve and shed more light on the efficacy of this type 
of planning effort.  It is not the purpose of this study to critique Innes and Booher’s evaluation 
framework, but to provide an understanding for how the framework can be utilized to evaluate 
collaborative planning efforts and to evaluate the collaborative planning efforts undertaken in the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg region.  What follows are the criteria developed by Innes and Booher for 
evaluating consensus building efforts.  The criteria are broken down into process criteria and 
outcome criteria.  Ideal consensus building efforts will meet most of these criteria and it is 
unlikely that all criteria will be met.  The evaluation framework should be used as a goal or 
standard for measuring the success of collaborative planning processes and outcomes.   For a 
more complete discussion of these criteria, see Judith Innes’ chapter “Evaluating Consensus 
Building” in The Consensus Building Handbook (1999). 
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5.  CHARLOTTE-M ECKLENBURG CASE STUDY: COLLABORATIVE PLANNING FOR SCHOOL 
SITING 
 
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg region is located in the eastern-central piedmont area of 
North Carolina, along the South Carolina border.  The region is the largest metropolitan area in 
North Carolina, with a population of over 750,000 per 2003 estimates (U.S. Census, 2003).  
Mecklenburg County is home to the City of Charlotte and six smaller townships: Davidson, 
Cornelius and Huntersville in the north, and Matthews, Mint Hill and Pineville in the south.  The 
northern and southern areas of the county, as well as the City of Charlotte have experienced 
Innes and Booher’s Collaborative Planning Evaluation Criteria (1999) 
 
Consensus-Building Process Criteria  
1. The consensus building process includes representatives of all relevant and significantly 
different interests. 
2. The process is driven by a purpose that is practical and shared by the group. 
3. It is self-organizing. 
4. It follows the principles of civil discourse. 
5. It adapts and incorporates high-quality information. 
6. It encourages participants to challenge assumptions. 
7. It keeps participants at the table, interested and learning.  
8. It seeks consensus only after discussions fully explore the issues and interests and significant 
effort was made to find creative responses to differences. 
 
Consensus-Building Outcome Criteria   
1. The process produced a high-quality agreement. 
2. It ended stalemate. 
3. It compared favorably with other planing or decision methods in terms of costs and benefits. 
4. It produced feasible proposals from political, economic and social perspectives. 
5. It produced creative ideas for action. 
6. Stakeholders gained knowledge and understanding. 
7. The processes created new personal and working relationships and social and political capital 
among participants. 
8. It produced information and analyses that stakeholders understand and accept as accurate. 
9. Learning and knowledge produced within the consensus process were shared by others beyond 
the immediate group. 
10. It had second-order effects, beyond agreements or attitudes developed in the process, such as 
changes in behaviors and actions, spin-off partnerships, collaborative activities, new practices, 
or even new institutions. 
11. It resulted in practices and institutions that were both flexible and networked, which permitted a 
community to respond more creatively to change and conflict. 
12. It produced outcomes that were regarded as just. 
13. The outcomes seemed to serve the common good or public interest.  
14. The outcomes contributed to the sustainability of natural and social systems. 
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growth and development over the last decade that have had significant impacts on the provision 
of public services.  Concerns for the adequacy of schools, parks and recreation, transportation 
infrastructure and other public facilities have created contention between the jurisdictions, as 
well as an opportunity for collaboration.  Much common ground is held by the jurisdictions.  
They are all searching for sustainable local government fiscal policies and practices, well-
managed growth and economic development and safe and high-quality schools located close to 
home.  However, there are several key issues that often create divisions amongst the 
jurisdictions, namely the equitable provision of public services across residents of different 
geographic areas, racial and ethnic groups, and households with different levels of wealth.  These 
jurisdictions also have very diverse planning objectives.  The southern communities promote 
traditional suburban planning, the northern communities generally promote new urbanist 
development and the city promotes inner city reinvestment and corridor development along the 
future light rail line. 
While political leaders have continued to vie for the interests of their local jurisdictions, 
often in a manner that competes with others, efforts have been undertaken to balance the interests 
of the various constituencies. These vehicles are entities or processes that provide a forum for 
joint learning and collaboration on a variety of land use planning topics.  One of the biggest 
challenges for these processes is that they operate within the context of political decision-making 
that often doesn’t utilize the results of collaboration when making policy decisions.   
Regionally, there are four vehicles that have been instituted to increase the collaboration 
for public facilities planning.  The Planning Liaison Committee is comprised of elected officials 
representing the various jurisdictions that have an interest in regional planning goals and serves 
as a forum for exploring and creating consensus around broad planning policies.  The Joint Use 
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Task Force provides a forum for staff members of numerous agencies involved in developing 
public facilities to discuss opportunities for collaboration on capital facilities planning needs.  
The mandatory referral process is a state-mandated review by the Charlotte Mecklenburg 
Planning Commission of all public real estate transactions taking place in the county.  This 
review is non-binding; however, it provides an important opportunity for public agencies to 
address the city’s planning objectives and to justify how their project meets these objectives.  
These three processes are critical elements that feed into the school district’s real estate 
acquisition process, which incorporates several opportunities for joint learning and solution 
development.  These four vehicles are in addition to the entitlement and development approval 
process. Table 1 below gives a brief description of each of these vehicles. 
Table 1. Institutionalized Vehicles for Collaboration 
 
Vehicles 
 
Participants Purpose Authority/Power 
 
Planning Liaison 
Committee 
 
Elected officials and staff from 
school board, seven city/town 
councils, county board of 
commissioners 
 
Main goal to provide a vehicle for 
facilitating communication, 
collaboration and cooperation 
between participating governments 
with an emphasis on planning in 
the broadest sense. 
 
 
Have the power to reach 
consensus on issues and 
make policy 
recommendations to elected 
boards represented. 
Joint Use Task 
Force 
Staff from county and seven 
municipalities that are involved 
in developing, managing or 
maintaining public facilities. 
Sounding board for public agencies 
planning on developing or 
occupying public facilities to 
identify potential 
joint development and joint use 
opportunities. 
 
Power to make 
recommendations to elected 
bodies for joint 
use/development of public 
facilities. 
Mandatory 
Referrals Process 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Planning Commission and any 
city or county agency seeking 
to acquire property for 
development of public 
facilities. 
 
Provides opportunity for planning 
commission to comment on plans 
for public facilities in consideration 
of small area or district-wide land 
use plans. 
Planning Commission makes 
non-binding 
recommendations to agency. 
Real Estate 
Acquisition 
Process 
Representatives from the 
school district, the county, the 
seven municipalities, the joint 
use task force, and the planning 
commission. 
To select a school site and design 
solution that meets the school 
district’s educational and financial 
objectives, and capitalizes on co-
location and joint-use of capital 
facilities with other public 
agencies. 
Participants have power to 
make legally binding 
requirements (through 
conditional use permits) and 
non-binding 
recommendations related to 
school site selection.   
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Planning Liaison Committee 
 The Planning Liaison Committee (PLC) is a multi-jurisdictional organization that was 
organized in the 1970s as a response to the greater Charlotte metropolitan area’s growth and 
development challenges that necessitated joint consideration of capital facilities by the county, 
the municipalities and the school board.  The City of Charlotte initiated this organization by 
resolution in 1977.   As of 2005, the membership consists of three representatives each from the 
Mecklenburg Board of County Commissioners, the Charlotte City Council, and the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Board of Education; one representative from each of the six towns; and the 
chairperson and vice-chairperson of the Charlotte Mecklenburg Planning Commission.  The 
chairperson and vice chairperson of the planning commission also serve as the chair and vice 
chair of the PLC.  The staff of each of these elected bodies frequently attend the monthly 
meetings and the staff of the planning commission provide administrative support to the 
committee.   
 Since the early days, the PLC has focused heavily on planning for capital facilities that 
have impacts across jurisdictions.  This has evolved over the years and now serves the goal of 
providing a vehicle for communication, collaboration and cooperation with an emphasis on 
planning in the broadest sense (Planning Liaison Committee, 2002).  The committee has no 
policy decision making power, but has the ability to reach consensus on issues.  The power of the 
organization lies in its ability to provide jointly agreed upon recommendations to the parent 
boards.  The power distribution between members is not necessarily equitable in terms of school 
planning.  However, it could be considered adequately balanced as the school board retains the 
right to make final decisions on school siting, municipalities retain the right to zoning and 
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permitting control over development projects and the county retains the right to fund school 
construction projects.  The purpose and objectives of the PLC are as follows: 
1. To provide a forum for discussion on planning matters of mutual concern; 
2. To facilitate building consensus on common planning initiatives;  
3. To promote communication among elected officials concerning planning interests; 
4. To educate and inform members by providing overviews of planning activities; 
5. To provide a forum for cross-communication and capital needs and bond 
coordination; and  
6. To communicate discussions/actions to the respective bodies (Planning Liaison 
Committee, 2002). 
As stated by a Charlotte City Council member, the PLC experienced an identity crisis in 
the late 1990s and early 2000s.  Their mission was unclear and attendance at meetings began to 
waiver.   As the demand for school facilities increased and public awareness of issues 
surrounding the provision of education in the county heightened, the PLC focused their efforts 
on school related topics beginning in late 2003.    
Beginning in April 2004, the committee began an educational series of presentations 
focused on the affects of development on the provision and planning of schools.  The 
presentations were crafted by CMS officials, their planning staff and city planning staff.   While 
the PLC focused on an area of mutual concern, the chair of the PLC and others were concerned 
that the PLC was too focused on providing a forum solely for educating elected officials on 
school planning issues that related to regional growth.  The chair pushed for the committee to 
come to consensus on the priorities to be explored further in pursuit of developing policy 
solutions.  It was the hope of the chair that additional joint education would provide enough 
learning opportunities for members to move forward and feel confident to seek consensus on 
policy recommendations to be delivered to the parent boards.  A lack of attendance by 
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representatives from some of the municipalities stalled the setting of priorities for several months 
and at the time this paper was written, the PLC had not yet identified them.   
The PLC is faced with several challenges for improving collaboration.  The mission, 
objectives, and roles of participants are not well articulated, leading to a lack of unified vision 
amongst the members and also with their parent boards.  As members are not certain of their 
roles and responsibilities, few have institutionalized processes for linking information between 
the PLC and the parent board.  The effectiveness of the PLC is extremely limited by this factor.  
A few members from certain high-growth jurisdictions do not attend PLC meetings, as they do 
not believe the committee’s agenda is inclusive of their interests.  These issues will probably 
continue to chip away at the credibility and effectiveness of the organization if they are not 
resolved. 
 
Joint Use Task Force 
The Joint Use Task Force (JUTF) was formed in 1995 by an inter-local agreement among 
the Charlotte City Council, the Mecklenburg Board of County Commissioners, The Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Board of Education, the public television board, and the board of the local 
community college.  The purpose of the JUTF, that is moderated by Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Planning Commission staff, is to act as a sounding board for public agencies planning on 
developing or occupying public facilities in order to enable them to identify potential joint 
development and joint use opportunities.  These opportunities for collaboration can result in the 
net reduction in the capital or operating cost of public facilities, and/or an increase in the 
convenience and the level of service to citizens.  Staff from two dozen public agencies in 
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Mecklenburg County that develop, manage, or maintain facilities are represented on the JUTF 
(see the appendix for a list of members).  
The group does not hold power collectively, per se.  The real efficacy of the JUTF is the 
forum created for devising unique collaboration opportunities between agencies that are seeking 
to renovate or construct public facilities.  However, at the January 2005 meeting one member 
proposed that the JUTF should lobby collectively to the parent boards for joint funding needs.  
The member pointed out that “departments were told to cooperate [through the JUTF by mandate 
of the elected officials].  The resulting push back is a leveraged lobbying power comprising the 
different staffs involved in JUTF to define what the county needs as a whole, and to request 
funding to that end.” 
Outcomes of the efforts of this group include the development of a training academy co-
occupied by the Charlotte Mecklenburg Police Department and Charlotte Fire Department, a 
public library within a high school, a library linked with a police precinct and a job-link center, a 
public transit parking deck topped by a school playfield, and numerous school/park partnerships.  
The JUTF has begun to use a geographic information system and hosts an interactive website 
designed for the purpose of sharing the spatial information about publicly held lands and capital 
planning priorities among stakeholders.   
Over the years, the JUTF has not only proven successful for creating opportunities for 
collaboration on the development of public facilities, but also for fostering relationships between 
the staff of the various public agencies.  Many participants feel that these relationships are the 
ties that hold the group together and help it to function as well as it does.  The JUTF provides an 
opportunity for staff to work outside the boundaries of politics and to focus on developing 
creative solutions that serve mutual needs.  One of the reasons for the success of the task force, 
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specifically as it relates to the joint use of school facilities, is that the planning commission staff 
member that facilitates meetings and promotes coordination and communication between 
members is a former school district planner.  Members of the parent boards look positively on 
the work of the joint use task force and cite is as a good example of collaboration. 
If the PLC begins to make recommendations on broader planning objectives, the JUTF is 
likely a primary vehicle for setting policies into action. The JUTF is a highly effective model for 
collaboration, but it is not without its criticisms.  As collaboration is undertaken on a voluntary 
basis, there is no way to assure that each agency is given an ample and earnest opportunity to 
exhaust opportunities for co- location and joint use. Also, the general public is not aware of the 
work of the task force.  Marketing the successes of the task force is critical for improving public 
relations, especially as related to school planning.  A reason for this lack of public awareness is 
that the process for identifying joint use opportunities is exclusive to government agencies.    
 
Mandatory Referrals Process 
 The North Carolina General Assembly mandated the mandatory referral process in 1973.  
The statute states that public real estate transactions in Mecklenburg County are subject to a 
mandatory referral review by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission.  The 
commission considers the land use proposed for a property in compliance with adopted small 
area or district land use plans and makes a non-binding recommendation to the public agency 
proposing the transaction.  As the school district is the largest developer in the county, they are 
key actors in this process.  Since 1997, there have been 43 school facilities referrals.  
The real estate attorney for the school district stated in an interview that twenty-eight of 
the previous thirty projects were “approved” through the mandatory referral process.  This 
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success is due in large part to the multiple opportunities that the planning commission and 
agency staffs have to voice concerns and to share learning on specific project details. 
Presentation of a project through the mandatory referral process typically follows the 
presentation of the project to the Joint Use Task Force.  Combined, these two processes provide 
several formal and informal opportunities for governmental stakeholders to weigh in on the 
siting and design of schools.      
While this process is successful, it does not meet many of the criteria of a good 
collaborative process, including inclusiveness of all stakeholders and working towards consensus 
through joint exploration of issues and interests.  However, this process is only one step in a 
network of processes, and elements that are missing from this process are included in others.  
 
School District Real Estate Acquisition Process 
 In response to increasing controversy over the siting of new schools, school district staff 
worked for several years to develop a process for school site acquisition that would meet the 
goals of not only the school district, but also of the seven municipalities and the county.   In 
2001, the City of Charlotte, Mecklenburg County and CMS signed the Intergovernmental Review 
and Cooperation Agreement Concerning School Sites, making “a commitment to each other to 
pursue joint planning in an effort to maximize the opportunities for joint use of land and facilities 
for various governmental functions such as schools and parks”.  The document articulates the 
specific process for acquiring school sites that includes multiple non-binding reviews by 
different stakeholders.  While the document does not explicitly include other regional planning 
goals, the process provides opportunities for discussing additional planning objectives beyond 
joint-use.   The general process for site acquisition is discussed below. 
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1. The CMS Long Range Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP) identifies target areas for new school 
development.   The plan incorporates projected population data from each of the seven 
municipalities to ensure that data is as accurate as possible and is updated every three years.  
 
2. CMS staff review other governmental entities long-range facilities plans for joint use 
opportunities within the targeted areas.  The JUTF discusses these opportunities. 
 
3. CMS and other interested governmental entities identify potential sites for 
acquisition/development within the search area at a governmental department meeting and 
collaborate on the due diligence of sites and option contracts. 
 
4. CMS discusses due diligence of site(s) with JUTF and other entities as identified by the 
planning commission. 
 
5. Under consideration of CMS planning staff recommendations, the Board of Education 
announces the contract approval for the chosen site.   
 
6. CMS staff present the proposed school project to neighborhood organizations and individuals 
that reside in the vicinity of the proposed school site.  This community meeting provides an 
opportunity for comment and further discussion of the project. 
 
7. The project then goes before the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission for 
Mandatory Referral.  The commission offers non-binding recommendations for the project.  
 
8.  CMS purchases property and begins final planning and design of site. 
 
 
The real estate acquisition process links the other three processes in a way that capitalizes 
on joint learning and collaboration efforts.    Two key criticisms of this process include: 1) that it 
focuses solely on joint use opportunities and does not fully capitalize on opportunities to meet 
larger planning objectives, and 2) it does not provide a forum for community input until after the 
site has already been selected, effectively limiting their voice in the process and potentially 
decreasing public support of the project.   Participants of this process agree that the intangible 
results of the process, including bolstering relationships and joint- learning, have improved the 
collaboration undertaken for school siting. 
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Evaluation of Vehicles 
 What follows are brief evaluations of each vehicle.  To see the full evaluation for each 
vehicle, please refer to the appendices.  
 
The Planning Liaison Committee represents the more ideal vehicle for collaboration from 
both a theoretical and an empirical standpoint.  This is probably due to the fact that it was 
specifically designed as a collaborative forum using a consensus-based approach.  Members have 
sought out information on innovative solutions and encourage discussion of non-traditional and 
even politically risky policies.  The group has chosen not to work towards consensus on priorities 
for action until such time that all interests are represented at a meeting.  Although the PLC is the 
most effective vehicle for collaboration, the committee needs to improve its linkage with the 
parent boards, articulate the roles and responsibilities of its members, and needs to push forward 
on setting priorities for action. 
 The school district’s real estate acquisition process is the second highest evaluated 
collaboration process.  Similar to the PLC, the real estate acquisition process was revised in 
recent years to include more opportunities for vetting school siting options and joint-use 
opportunities with government stakeholders and community members.   It is the most inclusive 
of the vehicles, and has resulted in several innovative joint-use developments, mainly schools 
and parks.  However, school district representatives may not be required to entertain in good 
faith all site options and joint use opportunities brought forward by another government 
stakeholder.  The process allows the school district to retain final decision making authority, 
which may preclude earnest discussions of alternatives that are not deemed advantageous upon 
first glance.  This could be a recipe for creating missed opportunities, especially related to larger 
planning objectives such as locating schools in walkable communities versus rural areas. 
  
Collaborative Planning Evaluation Page 25 May 2005 
 The Joint Use Task Force is a good example of collaboration as it provides an 
opportunity for parties to join together on projects of mutual interest.  The task force appears to 
be evolving into an entity that may actually make unified recommendations to the parent boards, 
specifically for funding of capital improvements.  Following the numerous examples of joint-use 
facilities, the relationships that have been fostered between staff members represent one of the 
most critical results of the task force.   Both the task force members and members of the parent 
boards commented on the valuable relationships that have come as a result of this collaboration. 
However, it is important to note that the group does not handle issues of contention.   JUTF 
members do not collaborate within a politically charged context, as do members of the PLC.  The 
JUTF members are shielded from this content ion and are allowed to make decisions to co- locate 
based on the merits of a project – which is never required.  One challenge for the task force is to 
create linkages with non-participating stakeholders.  The JUTF is specifically designed to foster 
collaboration amongst public agency staff, and not the larger public.  However there may be 
certain stakeholders that may have an acute interest in the siting of a facility.  Those interests 
should be included in discussions.   
 One could argue that the mandatory referral process is the least likely to be characterized 
as a vehicle for collaboration.   It is not inclusive of multiple interests, members do not work 
towards consensus, and it does not necessarily encourage innovative solutions as it is applied late 
in the siting process.  However, this process does appear to encourage and promote information 
sharing between the planning commission and agencies developing public facilities.  Although 
recommendations made by the planning commission are non-binding, they creates an incentive 
for the public agencies to apply their planning efforts with an acknowledgement and awareness 
of district-wide and small area plans.   This process moves the participants beyond the work of 
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the JUTF that focuses solely on the efficient provision of capital facilities and forces them to see 
the project in the context of the region and to justify the project within this context.  However, 
the mandatory referral process typically occurs shortly before acquisition of a property and thus 
is limited in evaluating alternative solutions.    The real efficacy of this process, is that it creates 
a regional planning framework through which development of public facilities is vetted.  
 
Network for Planning Collaboration 
In theory, these four vehicles for collaboration can be collectively characterized as a 
dynamic, interconnected network of processes that occurs within the context of the political 
decision-making process.  Each process provides information and joint- learning opportunities, 
the bolstering of relationships between stakeholders, and opportunities for collaborative efforts 
that reinforce the other processes’ efforts.  While few of these processes are legally binding, they 
all provide forums for exploring areas of mutual interest.  As it represents the body of elected 
officials, the PLC is the first component of the network.  The PLC recommends broad policy 
foundations from which implementation devolves through to the other processes.  The policy to 
capitalize on the joint use of public facilities represents a successful implementation of a broad 
policy goal through the collaborative planning network.  Figure 1 below illustrates the 
relationships between the vehicles. 
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Planning Liaison Committee 
 
Policy Recommendations for Broad 
Planning Decisions 
Joint Use Task Force 
 
Co-Siting and Design Decisions 
for Capital Facilities 
Mandatory Referrals Process 
 
Non-binding Capital Facilities  
Project Review 
School Real Estate 
Acquisition Process 
 
Negotiation Process for School  
Siting Decisions 
 
Figure 1.  Network of Collaborative Planning Processes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Even though individually there are many criticisms of these processes, cumulatively they 
meet the majority of criteria developed by Innes and Booher.  A cross-evaluation of the four 
vehicles illustrates how the network as a whole meets the criteria, and also identifies which 
individual process incorporates the various criteria and to what extent it meets them.  The 
following cross-evaluation in Table 2 utilizes the criteria that are most pertinent for evaluating 
these processes.  A full eva luation of these processes is included in the appendices. 
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Table 2.  Cross-Evaluation of Vehicles for School Siting Collaboration 
 
Vehicles for School Siting Collaboration 
 
Process Evaluation 
Criteria 
PLC JUTF Mandatory Referrals  Real Estate Acquis ition 
 
 
Inclusive of all 
interests  
 
Medium:  Includes all 
elected boards’ 
interests. 
 
 
Low:  Includes only 
participating 
agencies’ interests. 
 
Medium:  Includes 
interests of planning 
commission, agency 
proposing development 
and is open to public. 
 
 
Medium:  Includes 
participating agencies 
and community 
interests. 
 
 
Incorporates high-
quality information 
 
High:  Held an 
educational series on 
planning issues that 
looked outside region 
for other successful 
policy models. 
 
Medium: Prepares 
project reports that 
include 
comprehensive 
information on 
potential joint –use 
sites. 
 
 
Medium:  Meetings 
include information 
presented by planning 
staff and agency 
proposing development. 
 
 
Medium: 
Participating agencies 
and school planning 
staff conduct due 
diligence of site(s). 
Encourages 
outside-of-the-box 
thinking 
High:  Considering 
politically risky 
solutions to school 
planning issues. 
 
High:  Results have 
included creative and 
innovative solutions. 
N/A:  Not enough 
information. 
High:  Related to 
joint use facilities, 
solutions have been 
creative. 
Keeps participants 
interested and 
active in learning 
 
Medium:  
Participating members 
interested overall, but 
lack of strategy has 
affected attendance. 
 
Medium:  
Participants attend if 
topics are of interest.   
Medium: Both 
commission and agency 
proposing development 
have incentive to learn.   
High:  Due diligence, 
JUTF process and 
mandatory referral 
keep participants 
actively learning.  
Joint use serves as an 
incentive for learning.  
 
Seeks consensus 
after issues fully 
explored 
High:  In pursuit of 
consensus on priorities 
for action, have 
addressed broad array 
of issues. 
Medium:  As a 
group, consensus is 
reached for minor 
issues.  Joint use 
requires consensus 
only from 
participating parties. 
Low:  Does not seek 
consensus, only non-
binding 
recommendations. 
Medium:  Not 
required to fully 
explore issues.  Have 
financial incentive to 
reach consensus on 
joint use 
opportunities. 
 
 
Although inclusive of all the jurisdictions, none of the vehicles are inclusive of all 
interests.  Moving forward, this will be a key area for improvement.  Linkage with outside 
interests will be important for gaining political support for policy decisions as well as an 
opportunity to share in learning and successes with the broader public.   The few jurisdic tions 
  
Collaborative Planning Evaluation Page 29 May 2005 
that are continually absent from meetings may also pose a threat to the success of the process.  
Participants in these processes should work to encourage their attendance and ensure that topics 
are of interest to all stakeholders and are strategically identified as regional issues. 
The vehicles overall do a good job of incorporating high quality information into their 
deliberations; however, these efforts do lack the tenacity to explore all available options.  This is 
probably due to time constraints and a lack of commitment to investigate every alternative. 
Creativity and innovation is a high scoring criterion across the board.  This is illustrative of the  
commitment of planning staff to find ways to make joint use opportunities work and the elected 
officials’ support of this work.  As the PLC identifies priorities for action in the future, this type 
of collaboration and political support will be needed for staff to effectively develop and 
implement solutions. 
Most vehicles were able to effectively keep their stakeholders interested and learning.  
The Joint Use Task Force and the real estate acquisition process are high scorers for this 
criterion, probably because day to day active learning through real world problem solving keeps 
participants more engaged and interested than meeting once a month as the PLC does.  The PLC 
will need to ensure there is adequate communication and action between meetings so that 
participants do not continue to lose interest.  Likewise, setting priorities for action will be critical 
for maintaining not only engagement, but also credibility. 
The PLC is the only vehicle that actually engages in consensus-based decision-making.  
While reaching consensus is a goal of the committee, it may also be hindering progression.  The 
other vehicles are able to make decisions without reaching consensus.  There is a delicate 
balance for maintaining a high level of collaboration and making decisions by way other than 
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consensus.  However, if the PLC is not able to move forward in their process because of a lack of 
consensus, they may want to consider other means of decision-making. 
Of critical importance to the entire network is the collaboration of elected officials to set 
policy agendas.  As the body for deriving policy, it is critical for the parent boards of the PLC to 
support the work of the committee and act in good faith to consider the recommendations put 
forth by the committee.  Members of the PLC often do not report back to their parent boards.  
The committee will need to acknowledge this lack of linkage and derive institutionalized 
methods for ensuring good lines of communication between the committee and the parent 
boards. 
 
 
6.  SCHOOL SITING VIGNETTES  
 Exploring the application of these processes brings a more robust understanding of the 
extent of collaboration that the entire network yields and the nature of its outcomes.   The Bailey 
Road Middle School and the Ardrey Kell Road High School case studies were chosen for their 
inclusion of multiple evaluation factors, the conflict surrounding the selection of the sites and 
because they are contemporary examples of school siting.   
 
 
Bailey Road Middle School 
The northern municipalities in Mecklenburg County experienced considerable growth 
over the last few years.  Along with population increases, the demand for additional schools was 
generated through the development of new subdivisions in northern and southern Mecklenburg 
County.  The Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District (CMS) projected that capacity to serve 
middle school students in the Towns of Cornelius and Davidson, located in northern 
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Mecklenburg County, was in need of expansion.  CMS identified that an older 200 seat middle 
school would be replaced by development of a new middle school and the school board 
appropriated funding for this project.  CMS began their search for a new school site in one of the 
northern communities and consulted with the towns to explore real estate opportunities.  Initially, 
CMS did not have any target sites for the school. 
The two towns originally recommended the same site (i.e site #1).  At some point in 
discussions, Cornelius pursued a different site (i.e. site #2), possibly because CMS had an 
aversion to site #1 site due to site conditions.  
Site #1 was located on South Street in Cornelius along the border of Davidson.  The site 
was proximate to Davidson Elementary school, within a walkable distance to neighborhoods and 
near the commercial and civic heart of Davidson.  It was also located near the future Cornelius 
transit-oriented development area.  Approximately 2 out of the 14 acres had environmental issues 
and difficult topography. 
Site #2 was located on Bailey Road at NC-115.  This site was close to future transit and 
located along a dead end road.  The immediate area was rural, with zoning at 1 dwelling unit per 
5 acres and the site was not walkable or proximate to any neighborhoods.  The 22-acre site 
lacked infrastructure, but was located adjacent to a municipal park that was being developed. 
CMS’s main interests were to deliver additional school seats to the northern 
communities, while keeping expenses for site acquisition and school construction at a minimum.  
Planners and elected officials at CMS felt it was important to work with communities to identify 
sites.  In siting any school, the key factors that CMS considers are a reasonable distance from 
existing schools (two miles for a middle school), availability of infrastructure (i.e. sewer and 
water, utilities and road networks) and the total cost of improving a site and constructing a 
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school.  CMS was concerned about the costs to mitigate site #1 conditions and the size of the 
site, as it was small enough to require construction of a multi-story school, which are deemed 
more difficult to manage. 
The Town of Cornelius’ interests were focused on locating a school in their jurisdiction.  
After they determined that site #2 was more preferable for their interests, Cornelius lobbied CMS 
heavily on the joint-use opportunities with the adjacent municipal park.  They also promoted the 
location near the future transit line. Although it should be noted that students, faculty and staff 
would have to cross a busy thoroughfare to reach a future rail station. 
The Town of Davidson’s interests were to develop a walkable, neighborhood-oriented 
school that utilized the existing road network and strengthened existing development.  They 
desired a middle school that was co-located with the existing elementary school, and thought site 
#1 was a good opportunity for an infill site. 
As CMS had expressed concerns about the environmental degradation and the varying 
topography on site #1, Davidson contracted with a private consultant to prepare an analysis of 
the site and shared the results with CMS.  The mayor of Davidson was a big proponent of the site 
and was willing to commit approximately $1.5 million of the town’s budget to pay for the $3 
million cleanup and site improvements.  At the time there wasn’t a planning director to 
emphasize the planning goals that would be met through utilization of the site.  This factor may 
have played a role in the results of this process. 
The future mayor of Cornelius used the school siting issue as an election platform and 
lobbied heavily for the selection of site#1.  Cornelius owned the site and offered the site free of 
charge to CMS, along with other financial commitments totaling a $150,000 commitment to the 
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school if they selected site #2 along Bailey Road.  The town was also willing to contribute 
several acres of ballfields between the park and the school at no expense to CMS. 
All meetings held during this process were informal and for the most part the interaction 
between CMS and the towns were private meetings.  In the end, CMS selected the #2 school site 
on Bailey Road, as it was the easiest to access and the joint use opportunity with park and middle 
school was an added benefit.  The selected site went through the joint use task force for a second 
vetting, then on to the mandatory referral process and was finally approved.  
The Bailey Road School is expected to be completed in August 2006.  It will seat 1400 
students in 55 classrooms.   Although rural at the time the school was sited, the City of Charlotte 
is interested in extending sewer lines to this area to create more dense development around the 
future transit line.  This proposed development aligns with the Cornelius/Davidson East Vision 
Plan. 
As a result of this process, in October 2004, land bond dollars, used to acquire school and 
parks sites throughout the county, were reallocated to CMS to utilize $1,000,000 and $500,000 
respectively from the Cornelius and Davidson shares of 1999 land bonds to purchase land for a 
new north high school site.  The high school site was proposed as part of a joint use complex 
along Bailey Road that included the Bailey Road middle school site, Bailey Road Park, a 
greenway linkage from the park and schools to Davidson’s greenway system and the extension 
of Bailey Road through a new development to Barnhardt Road.  The complex is being developed 
in three phases: phase 1 is development of the municipal park, phase 2 is development of the 
middle school site and phase 3 is development of the high school for which the land at the end of 
Bailey Road is currently reserved but not actively under construction.  If the school district 
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decides not to build the high school, then the land will be transferred back to the county for use 
as park/open space.    
At the October 12, 2004 Davidson Town Board meeting, the Board members voted to 
approve a 198 unit residential subdivision located south of Hudson Place, west of the 
Westmoreland Farm and at the eastern end of Bailey Road. The developer agreed to provide bike 
lanes, a greenway path and is contributing to on-site recreation amenities. The Towns of 
Davidson and Cornelius, CMS and the developer entered into an agreement to open up the dead 
end road and extend Bailey Road through this property and across the Westmoreland farm to 
Davidson-Concord Road, a larger arterial road. This would create a linkage between the new 
suburban development and the school/park complex.  Davidson and Cornelius signed an 
interlocal agreement to this end.  These expenditures were significant and each entity is sharing 
in the expense.   
While the end result of the school siting may be deemed successful, the process for 
collaboration was lacking in several ways.  The stakeholders never took the time to adequately 
analyze the alternatives available, to seek solutions collectively and share data and other 
information that would help to define the optimum solutions.  It appears that the stakeholders did 
not adequately assess and compare the bottom line of the two alternatives, as the site that was 
chosen required significant infrastructure investment.  Stakeholders from Davidson believed that 
the school district representatives did not earnestly evalua te the first site option, leaving them 
with little negotiating power.   Although not all participants agreed on the final outcome, the 
tangible results show that parties are willing and have a commitment to collaboration. 
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Ardrey Kell Road High School  
The Ballantyne development is located south of Interstate 485 near the South Carolina – 
North Carolina border. This 2000-acre mixed use development in southern Mecklenburg County 
began construction in 1990.  Land in this area is the most expensive land in the county, at 
approximately $100,00 per acre.  At full build out, this development is expected to be home to a 
population of 15,000.  Less than a decade after this new development was initiated, CMS 
identified the need for two new high schools and a middle school in southern Charlotte.  
Mecklenburg County already owned a park in the Ballantyne area, which presented an 
opportunity for a joint use facility with the schools.    
At the time these sites were being selected, there were two high schools in the southern 
part of the county operating under-capacity.  City planning staff proposed that CMS should build 
the third school along the rail line, but CMS did not deem the proposed rail line area as a high 
growth part of the county.  CMS had many interests in deve loping the new southern high school.  
First, CMS wanted to locate the schools near student demand and farther from existing high 
school capacity.  CMS was concerned about another high school located in the southern part of 
the county, E.E. Wadell High School, that was operating under-capacity and already close to 
transit line.   As the county commission was closely watching school district expenditures, CMS 
also wanted to keep the costs of land and construction low.  Planners for CMS weren’t aware of 
any good model for students taking transit to school and thought that as discipline on school 
buses was a problem, unsupervised students taking public transit would create an even more 
critical problem.  Moreover, CMS felt that if students from southern neighborhoods went to a 
school located along a transit line that they would still drive to school. 
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Staff planners representing the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planninng Commission were 
extremely interested in having the high school built along the future transit line.  They felt that 
the transit line location would reinforce the usage of the public investment and that there was 
adequate infrastructure for a school along the rail line.  They wanted to promote the transit line 
for transporting students, parents, school faculty and staff.  They felt that providing alternative 
transportation modes to people attending the school would relieve some of the existing demand 
on CMS’s school busing system.  At the time, CMS’s bus fleet was three times the size of the 
regional bus system, and students were being bused all over the county.  Moreover, planning 
staff were promoting development of a model site for a transit supported school.   
By the time that CMS came to the city planning department to discuss the high school 
site options, CMS had already identified the Ballantyne site.  The city wanted at least one of the 
proposed high schools to go along the transit line and recommended using a site where a former 
Sam’s Club/Wal-Mart was closing near the future transit line.  Another critical factor to this 
story is that the county was looking to expand existing park facilities east of Community House 
Road, near the site proposed for the high school and middle school site in the Ballantyne 
development.  CMS and the county had discussed joint use opportunities.  The two parties 
agreed that the county would take the lead on the due diligence and discussions with property 
owners for lands north of Community House Road, near the existing park.  And CMS took the 
lead on land southwest of Community House Road.   
When CMS presented their final choice at the planning commission’s mandatory referral 
meeting, they proposed separate sites for both the middle and high school within the Ballantyne 
complex, so that the middle school could be jointly located with the municipal park.  The city 
staff felt there wasn’t enough thought given to alternative sites, and the city planning director 
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gave a presentation on the benefits of building schools along the transit line.  In the end, the 
planning commission disagreed with staff and recommended both the middle and high school 
sites for approval. 
CMS began working towards acquiring these sites. At some point in the due 
diligence/negotiations process, a developer became involved as a party interested in the 
properties.  The three entities (i.e. the county parks department, CMS and the developer) worked 
with the various landowners that owned the sites to negotiate the final deal.   The closing of all 
the properties happened simultaneously. 
The acquisition of the school sites involved a complex land swap that resulted in the 
county parks department acquiring 28 acres to extend parks facilities, CMS acquiring 32 acres 
adjacent to the park for the middle school site and 58 acres across the street from middle school 
for the high school site.  The developer purchased land to build a subdivision adjacent to the high 
school.  CMS chose these sites as the land was flat and had good access, the negotiated price was 
reasonable and it provided good joint use opportunities with the municipal parks.  This 
represented the first joint use effort between CMS and the county parks and recreation 
department for the cooperative use of public land. Adjacent residential development allowed for 
secondary access to schools. Moreover, elected officials from the City of Charlotte supported 
this site.  The building permit was issued in August 2004 and completion is expected in August 
2006.  The school will accommodate 2000 students, and utilizes a multi-story school design.  
The middle school is expected to be completed in 2005.  The final result of the Ballantyne 
project resulted in a complex that included an elementary school, middle school, a high school, a 
municipal park, a fire station, a police station and a YMCA.  The city was able to deve lop public 
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safety resources, schools got built, and the county got some of its needs met.   However, it is 
unclear whether larger planning objectives of the city were met. 
The key disagreement between CMS and the city planners was one of timing.  The 
planners were concerned with future needs and utilizing the future transit line and CMS was 
concerned with meeting current demand near the locations of current students.  A more 
collaborative process may have worked to create solutions in which both interests could have 
been met.   The two stakeholders never had the opportunity to do joint learning on topics of 
conflict, such as identifying successful models for schools along transit lines and educating the 
city on the process that CMS uses to identify an appropriate school site catchment area. However 
it should be noted that there was a discrepancy between the interests of the elected planning 
commission members and planning staff. 
 
7.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Even without mandated coordination, inter-jurisdictional planning is possible if 
participants are genuinely interested in collaborating, if the vehicles for collaboration are 
institutionalized, and ideally if the processes are evaluated on a consistent basis.  The 
collaboration network implemented in Mecklenburg County has created a framework for better 
collaboration between stakeholders and is able to function in the context of a dynamic political 
environment to pursue the goal of joint use facilities.  As the PLC moves forward to recommend 
policies relating to capital facilities and growth issues, the PLC will need to ensure that they are 
working under the commitment of the jurisdictions and that any consensus reached is considered 
in good faith by the elected boards.   Moreover, the parent boards must be honestly willing to 
collaborate on issues of mutual concern.  Without linkage to the parent boards and an earnest 
interest in collaboration, the work of the PLC will potentially have little effect.   
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Joint use of capital facilities has been the main goal achieved through these processes.  
The planning and negotiation for the Bailey Road Middle School site and the Ardrey Kell Road 
High School demonstrate the region’s commitment to joint-use facilities and the effectiveness of 
the four vehicles of collaboration.  But to achieve a more coordinate approach to land use 
planning, elected officials need to develop a more robust regional growth management agenda.    
Specific to capital facilities, this agenda needs to address the rapid rate of residential 
growth and the ability for jurisdictions to adequately provide public services.  The Planning 
Liaison Committee is considering two tools to address this issue: adequate public facilities 
ordinances and impact fees.  The political feasibility of acquiring the statutory authority to utilize 
impact fees is very limited, but an adequate public facilities ordinance has a high potential for 
being enacted.   The ordinance would coordinate development with the available capacities of 
schools, parks, public safety, and other governmental services.  The challenge is bringing the 
seven municipalities to consensus, as the ordinance will need to be implemented in all 
jurisdictions.  The efficacy of the tool is dependent upon crafting the ordinances so that they 
reinforce and are balanced with regional goals.    
Steering growth to areas prime for reinvestment and away from the exurban limits of the 
county is another goal that the PLC should entertain.  Several grassroots groups and researchers 
have been advocating on behalf of lower income students that a diversity of socio-economic 
levels within schools actually increases student achievement levels.  By encouraging residential 
development in the inner city and middle ring suburbs through incentive programs, such as 
density bonuses and expedited permitting, growth could be directed towards the heart of the 
region.  This could create a greater mix of socio-economics in neighborhoods and schools and 
slow the socio-economic segregation of communities that is occurring. 
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As the Planning Liaison Committee identifies additional planning priorities, these policy 
objectives will need to be reinforced by implementation through the collaboration network.  The 
foundation is set in place and the relationships have been developing over several years.  The key 
ingredient for tackling these issues is the political will to development strategic regional goals 
and to earnestly work to collaborate and implement policies to achieve the goals.   Advertising 
the efficacy of this collaborative network may bolster political and public support that the 
stakeholders will need as they move forward to develop and implement their planning agenda. 
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9.  APPENDIX 
 
List of Interviewees 
· Sherry Ashley, Town of Mint Hill Planning Department, Planning Director.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on 
January 27, 2005. 
· Kevin Bringewatt, Bringewatt & Snover, PLLC, Partner.  Private Attorney for Charlotte-Mecklenburg School 
District.  Interviewed by Leigh Anne McDonald on December 3, 2004 and Dr. David Salvesen and Leigh Anne 
McDonald on March 3, 2005. 
· Erin Burris , Town of Cornelius Planning Department, Senior Planner. Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and 
Leigh Anne McDonald on October 22, 2004. 
· Debra Campbell, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission, Director of Planning.  Interviewed by Dr. 
David Salvesen and Andrew Sachs on August 26, 2004. 
· Guy Chamberlain, Charlotte-Mecklenburg School Board, Assistant Superintendent for Building Services.  
Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Andrew Sachs on September 24, 2005. 
· Kit Cramer, Charlotte Mecklenburg School Board, Vice Chair at Large.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen 
and Andrew Sachs on August 26, 2004. 
· Martin Crampton , Former Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Director.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and 
Leigh Anne McDonald on November 23, 2004. 
· Joyce Gillon, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission, Planning Coordinator.  Interviewed by Leigh 
Anne McDonald on October 18, 2004. 
· Andrew Grant, Town of Cornelius, Assistant Town Manager.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Leigh 
Anne McDonald on October 22, 2004 and by Dr. David Salvesen on March 4, 2005.  
· David Hughes , Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commis sion, Chair of Planning Commission and Planning 
Liaison Committee.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on December 3, 2005. 
· Kathi Ingresh, Town of Matthews, Planning Director.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on January 27, 2005. 
· Dr. Lee Kindberg, Charlotte-Mecklenburg School Board, District 6 Representative.  Interviewed by Dr. David 
Salvesen and Leigh Anne McDonald on October 22, 2004. 
· Patsy Kinsey, Charlotte City Council, District 1 Representative.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Leigh 
Anne McDonald on January 5, 2005. 
· Kris Kryder, Town of Davidson, Planning Director.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Leigh Anne 
McDonald on October 22, 2004 and Leigh Anne McDonald on March 3, 2005. 
· John Lassiter, Charlotte City Council, At Large Council Member.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs and Leigh 
Anne McDonald on December 2, 2004. 
· Kaye McGarry, Charlotte-Mecklenburg School Board, Member at Large.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on 
January 28, 2005. 
· Bruce McMillan, Davidson Town Board of Commissioners, Commissioner.  Interviewed by Dr. David 
Salvesen and Leigh Anne McDonald on October 22, 2004. 
· Norman Mitchell, Mecklenburg County Commission.  District 2 Member.  Interviewed by Leigh Anne 
McDonald on December 2, 2004. 
· Mike Raible, Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District, Facilities Services Manager.  Interviewed by Dr. David 
Salvesen and Andrew Sachs on September 24, 2004. 
· Jennifer Roberts , Mecklenburg County Commission, At-Large Member.  Interviewed by Leigh Anne 
McDonald on December 2, 2004. 
· Cary Saul , Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services, Director.  Interviewed by Dr. David 
Salvesen and Leigh Anne McDonald on October 22, 2004. 
· Ruth Samuelson, Mecklenburg County Commission, Former Member.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and 
Andrew Sachs on September 24, 2004. 
· Bobby Shields , Mecklenburg County, Assistant County Manager.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on February 
24, 2005. 
· John Tabor , Charlotte City Council, Member.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Leigh Anne McDonald 
on October 22, 2004. 
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· Jonathan Wells , Charlotte Mecklenburg Planning Commission, Capital Facilities Program Manager.  
Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen and Andrew Sachs on August 26, 2004 and by Dr. Davis Salvesen on March 
4, 2005. 
· “Coach” Joe White , Charlotte Mecklenburg School Board, Chair at Large.  Interviewed by Dr. David Salvesen 
and Andrew Sachs on August 26, 2004. 
· Louise Woods , Charlotte-Mecklenburg School Board, Member District 4.  Interviewed by Andrew Sachs on 
February 24, 2005. 
 
 
List of Interview Questions  
Interview questions were developed by Dr. David Salvesen and Andrew Sachs.   
 
(a) Breaking the ice: What has been your experience with school siting in this or other communities?  What’s 
important to you (personally) with respect to locating schools? 
 
(b) The interviewee’s board’s interests:  Aside from your personal concerns, what are your board’s primary 
concerns or needs relating to school siting?  Has your board been able to get those needs met in the last few school 
siting processes?  Explain. 
 
(c) The other actors:  What other groups (formal/informal; public/private) or individuals have been influential in 
these processes?  What other groups have been involved, but not so influential?  What do you think are the 
concerns/needs of the other boards and these other actors?  Why do you think the former group has been influential 
while the latter group has not? 
 
(d) The most salient issues:  So from what we’ve heard so far, we would expect the following issues to be 
important in any school siting process in this community…(summarize what we heard so far).  What other issues do 
you hear about from the community and from the other actors relating to school siting?  What selection criteria are 
used by each board when engaged in school siting? 
 
(e) Process:  How well do you think the current school siting process addresses the issues and/or the needs of the 
actors we’ve talked about so far?  How does the siting process unfold in this community:  who initiates it, in what 
kinds of forums are the issues discussed/deliberated, when are different groups brought in, when is the general 
public brought in, where are the formal forums and what informal mechanisms are relevant?  Who is the final 
decision maker on which questions?  What siting criteria are relied upon by the decision maker(s)?  Is all the action 
local (how do any regional (COG), state or federal actors affect the process)?  How well does your board and the 
other boards I’ve mentioned coordinate or collaborate in the school siting process? 
 
(f) How can we help?:  
· Has anyone ever done anything like this in this community before (i.e., dialogue/consensus forums addressing a 
community wide issue, or land use charrettes).  If so, explain and tell us what worked well and what did not 
work well. 
· If we had a single day, what do you think we should try to accomplish, with whom, and on what issues?  What 
if we had two days?  Three days? 
 
(g) Wrap Up:  Who else in the community do you think we should talk with to understand school siting here?  If we 
were to develop a next step involving some kind of forum or gathering of key stakeholders, would you be willing to 
review our draft plan and give us some feedback?  Anything else you think we should know?   
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Joint Use Task Force Member Agencies 
· Charlotte City Manager's Office 
· Charlotte City Budget Office 
· Police Department 
· Fire Department 
· Neighborhood Development Office 
· County stormwater office 
· Local utilities 
· Charlotte Real Estate Office 
· Mecklenburg County Manager's Office 
· Mecklenburg County Finance Office 
· Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District 
· Charlotte Public Housing Authority 
· Mecklenburg County Parks & 
Recreation Department 
· Library system 
· Mecklenburg County Department of 
Social Services 
· Mecklenburg County Real Estate 
· Pepresentatives from the six 
Mecklenburg County townships.  
 
 
Planning Liaison Committee Process Evaluation 
1. The consensus building process includes representatives of all relevant and significantly 
different interests.  The PLC does include representatives from all relevant governmental 
bodies, but does not include members of nonprofits, advocacy organizations or members of 
the general public.  It is probably assumed that the elected officials represent these diverse 
interests; however, they are not formally represented at meetings.  The meetings are typically 
well balanced along political party lines; however more outspoken members of the school 
board and the county commission are not members of the committee.   
 
2. The process is driven by a purpose that is practical and shared by the group.  The goals and 
objectives of the group are well documented; however the mission of the group is fairly 
vague.  Several interviewees conveyed that the collaboration among members has increased 
in recent years, but that the future direction of the committee was unclear.   One member 
intimated that they only attended PLC meetings as it was a requirement by their elected 
parent body.  Several members confessed that they did not regularly update their boards on 
the progress of the PLC.  This is a crucial point as the sole power that the PLC holds resides 
in its ability to pass along information and to make recommendations to the parent boards.   
Members of the several of the municipalities rarely attend meetings.  There is debate about 
the reasons behind this, but some believe that the purpose of the meeting is not crucially 
important to the smaller jurisdictions. 
 
3. It is self-organizing.  The PLC is self-organizing to the extent that members decide 
collectively what topics are priorities for discussion and they have the ability to change 
course if another area of interest arises.  The PLC is not self-organizing in that the parent 
bodies require attendance at the meetings, regardless of the utility.  Members of the PLC 
experienced a lack of interest in the committee in previous years.  Requiring attendance of 
members may have impacted the credibility of the organization.   
 
4. It follows the principles of civil discourse.  The PLC scores very high on this criterion.  
Members are respectful of differing opinions and seek to gain a greater understanding of 
others interests when conflict arises.  Each member has an opportunity to respond in all 
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discussions and all are invited to share in joint learning opportunities.  There were no reports, 
nor observations, of members being ignored or manipulated during these meetings. 
 
5. It adapts and incorporates high-quality information.  While the PLC has undertaken an eight 
month long educational series on growth related school planning issues, it is unclear whether 
or not members are in agreement on the quality of the information provided and the 
methodologies used to develop this information.  One example is the school district’s long 
range facilities master plan.  Discussions on the methodology for projecting student 
populations arose, but the group never fully explored this issue, nor reached consensus on a 
methodology for creating these numbers.  It is difficult for the committee to gain consensus 
on methods of data collection and analysis as they have not yet identified priority issues.  The 
universe of school planning issues and related quantifiable methods are too many and too 
detailed for the committee to fully review. 
 
6. It encourages participants to challenge assumptions.  This criterion is especially difficult to 
evaluate.  It appears that members of the committee feel free to raise points of contention and 
to address conflicts; however, the group does not necessarily encourage this type of 
discussion, per se.  Again, this may be due to the lack of priorities.  Members may not want 
to prolong discussions on topics that may not be deemed a priority in the end.  It will be 
crucial moving forward for the chair to facilitate the meeting and encourage all members to 
voice their interests and concerns.   
 
7. It keeps participants at the table, interested, and learning.  Overall, attendance at PLC 
meetings is very good.  However, it is unclear whether attendance is stable due to members’ 
interest in the subject matter and joint learning opportunities, or because they are required to 
attend by their parent body.  Members are probably more engaged in the topic of schools 
than in previous topics, as the school topic is more politically charged and publicly debated.   
 
8. It seeks consensus only after discussions fully explore the issues and interests and significant 
effort was made to find creative responses to differences.  One critique of the PLC is that 
they wait too long to try and reach consensus.  The committee has spent over one year 
becoming educated on the issues related to school planning; however, they have not yet been 
able to develop a set of priorities that require action.  Without these priorities, the committee 
cannot move forward to fully explore the interests and issues represented, nor can they work 
collaboratively to identify innovative solutions.  Moreover, without these priorities, there is 
no substantial information to pass along to the parent bodies.  The elected bodies may not be 
benefiting from the learning that has taken place over the past year as the committee is stalled 
and cannot move forward to create a strategic action plan for addressing issues that have 
been explored. 
 
Joint Use Task Force Process Evaluation 
1. The consensus building process includes representatives of all relevant and significantly 
different interests.  As defined, the JUTF invites any governmental entity that is responsible 
for the management, maintenance or development of a public facility.  The JUTF is not 
inclusive as it does not serve as a sounding board for public comment, nor does it include the 
participation of advocacy groups that are interested in the siting of public facilities.  
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Discussions regarding potential real estate acquisitions by the municipalities, county or 
school district are deemed sensitive and information conveyed at these meetings are not 
provided to the general public. 
 
2. The process is driven by a purpose that is practical and shared by the group.  The purpose is 
narrowly defined and driven by the motivations of the parent agencies.  This group is highly 
effective because the fruits of the task force’s efforts are tangible and shared amongst 
members.  
 
3. It is self-organizing.  The agenda items are set by the members of the task force.  As 
opportunities arise, the members alert the task force moderator to put the item on the agenda. 
Even though the participants are required by their departments to attend meetings, the task 
force alone met early in 2005 to identify priorities for the 2005 calendar year and was able to 
set these priorities without the approval of the parent bodies. 
 
4. It follows the principles of civil discourse.  As joint-use of facilities is a voluntary 
opportunity for the departments, the task force does not experience much conflict in their 
meetings.  Participants are highly respectful of each other and feel comfortable raising issues 
of concern. There are often informal meetings that take place in relationship to the task force.  
Most of the formal negotiations between departments occur outside of task force meetings.  
The many examples of joint use facilities are a testament to the working relationships that 
have developed through this forum. 
 
5. It adapts and incorporates high-quality information.  The task force members have designed 
a formal reporting method for conveying information on joint use opportunities.  This 
reporting includes a description of the project proposal and location, project justification, 
consistency with adopted public policies, consistency with adopted land use plans, project 
impact, relationship to other public or private projects, estimated project completion date, 
and review comments and recommendations by planning commission staff.  The interactive 
website is another example of information sharing between the departments that leads to 
better collaborative planning.  In January 2005, the task force discussed the use of the GIS to 
inventory publicly-owned real estate and discussed ways to improve data and information 
management across jurisdictions in order to facilitate joint use opportunities and alleviate the 
problem of surplus properties.  These discussions included very specific attributes to be 
included in the GIS and the group resolved to individually brainstorm what their needs were 
so that the system could meet as many interests as possible. 
 
6. It encourages participants to challenge assumptions.  As the task force is comprised of 
professional staff members that have a robust understanding of the functional and design-
related concerns for a given public facility, innovative solutions that challenge conventional 
assumptions are explored.  This is evidenced through the non-traditional joint use facilities 
that have been developed and took rise through this forum, including the jointly located 
police-precinct and library and the transit parking located underneath a school’s ball fields. 
 
7. It keeps participants at the table, interested, and learning.  Participants attend meetings 
because of their interest in joint use opportunities.  This forum provides additional learning 
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opportunities, such as when a planner presented the school district’s draft Long Range 
Facilities Master Plan to the task force.  Members in attendance discussed the sophisticated 
methodology used to make population projections and to link those projections to future 
capital facilities needs.  It was recommended that other departments should use this model to 
add value to the city’s comprehensive long range capital improvement plan. 
 
8. It seeks consensus only after discussions fully explore the issues and interests and significant 
effort was made to find creative responses to differences.  Although the group collaborates to 
identify joint-use opportunities, they do not seek consensus, nor do they vote on issues.  Each 
department has the right to enter into a joint-use agreement, or to decline.  As there is great 
incentive to collaborate, participants are encouraged to think creatively about opportunities 
and to devise creative solutions for incompatibility issues that may arise. 
 
Mandatory Referral Process Evaluation 
1. The consensus building process includes representatives of all relevant and significantly 
different interests.  The process only includes members of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Planning Commission, its staff and the public agency seeking recommendation on a proposed 
acquisition and development plan for a public facility. 
 
2. The process is driven by a purpose that is practical and shared by the group. The referral 
process imposes a certain degree of collaboration prior to the review of the project.  The 
Planning Commission and the participating agencies have an understanding of the synergy 
created by vetting their project through this process.  It not only provides an opportunity to 
improve the project, but it also creates public and political support for it. 
 
3. It is self-organizing.  The participants of the process are not self-organizing.  The state 
statutory mandate defines the participants and nature of the process. 
 
4. It follows the principles of civil discourse.  Members appear to be very civil in engaging in 
discussions of proposed topics.  Usually a project has been well vetted by the time it reaches 
the mandatory referrals process. 
 
5. It adapts and incorporates high-quality information.  The participants use the process as a 
means for communicating on the specifics of the proposed project.  It is not a forum for fact-
finding or for developing new solutions.  However, the commission and the staff may make 
recommendations for changes to the proposed development plan based on district-wide and 
small area planning objectives. 
 
6. It encourages participants to challenge assumptions.  It is unclear whether this criterion is 
met in the process. 
 
7. It keeps participants at the table, interested, and learning.  As the referral process is not an 
ongoing event, it does not, by definition, continually bring participants to the table to engage 
and learn about a certain topic. 
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8. It seeks consensus only after discussions fully explore the issues and interests and significant 
effort was made to find creative responses to differences.  The only consensus that is sought 
is the recommendation from the Planning Commission Board.  However, this is a non-
binding recommendation for proposed projects, and the submitting agency is not required to 
comply with the recommendations. 
 
School District Real Estate Acquisition Process Evaluation 
1. The consensus building process includes representatives of all relevant and significantly 
different interests.  As this process includes both Joint Use Task Force meetings and 
Mandatory Referral review by the Planning Commssion, as well as a community meeting 
with neighborhood stakeholders, it incorporates a broad array of stakeholders.  Timing is the 
critical issue for including stakeholders.  Community members are not included in this 
process until after the sight has been selected. 
 
2. It is self-organizing.  To a certain degree it is self-organizing as the participants drafted the 
steps in the process.   
 
3. It follows the principles of civil discourse.  All interviewees speaking to specific school 
sighting process anecdotes alluded to respectful discussion.  However, not all stakeholders 
may have been listened to in earnest if their position was not shared by other stakeholders, 
namely the school district. 
 
4. It adapts and incorporates high-quality information.  Staff level evaluations and private 
studies are often used to evaluate site alternatives.   
 
5. It encourages participants to challenge assumptions.  Participants have developed innovative 
ways to jointly locate schools and other facilities, including private developments.  Out-of-
the-box thinking is required to develop creative solutions. 
 
6. It keeps participants at the table, interested, and learning. Participants only remain involved 
in the process if they have an interest.  But those that have a stake appear to be engaged 
throughout the process. 
 
7. It seeks consensus only after discussions fully explore the issues and interests and significant 
effort was made to find creative responses to differences.  Consensus is never really sought.  
Agreement is addressed, but in the end, the school district retains the right to site the school 
in the location that best meets their goals. 
 
Bailey Road School Siting Outcome Evaluation 
1. The process produced a high-quality agreement.  CMS, the local developer and the Towns of 
Cornelius and Davidson did enter into an agreement to extend Bailey Road to increase access 
to future neighborhoods.  However, the parties did not come to an agreement regarding the 
siting of the future school.  The Town of Davidson was not satisfied with the end result and 
their interests were never fully addressed. 
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2. It ended stalemate.  The process did not end stalemate, per se, but it did result in a solution 
for which all entities agreed to cooperate to make successful.  As the entities did not have an 
even distribution of power, stalemate was never reached.  CMS had the authority and the 
power to select a site wherever they chose, which placed the townships in a position to 
compete against each other. 
 
3. It compared favorably with other planning or decision methods in terms of costs and 
benefits.  This is a major point of contention on the part of Davidson.  Representatives of 
Davidson that were interviewed felt that CMS was not up front about the infrastructure 
expenses associated with the Bailey Road site (i.e. site #2), and that even though site #1 
would require substantial site improvement costs, Davidson was never given any opportunity 
to compare the costs of the two sites.  It is not clear to all stakeholders that the costs 
outweighed the benefits for the selected site. 
 
4. It produced feasible proposals from political, economic and social perspectives.  The final 
site proposal was feasible from political, economic and social perspectives, as evidenced by 
the four-party agreement to create the road extension.   
 
5. It produced creative ideas for action.  Although the competitive nature of this process did not 
give equal power to all parties involved, it did create an incentive for the development of 
creative ideas.   However, if the parties had undertaken a more collaborative process they 
may still have produced an innovative solution.  As not all options were exhausted, a more 
collaborative technique may have fostered all parties’ interests being met.  For this to occur, 
the parties would need to commit to a process that could potentially be time consuming and 
financially burdensome.  As CMS was working hard to identify sites to meet current student 
needs, it may have been infeasible to enter into such a process.  Moving forward, the parties 
should consider this inflexibility and work to plan for school sites before they are in dire 
demand. 
 
6. Stakeholders gained knowledge and understanding.  All stakeholders interviewed expressed 
indirectly that they developed the capacity to work with the other parties and gained some 
amount of understanding of their interests.   However, the Town of Davidson was not clear at 
the outset why CMS was so unwilling to work with them on site #1.   Apparently the 
discussions that occurred during this process were lacking on the part of CMS to articulate 
what their interests were so that Davidson could brainstorm and identify ways to meet those 
interests. 
 
7. The process created new personal and working relationships and social and political capital 
among participants.  This criterion was definitely met.  Even though Davidson was not 
satisfied with the site selection of the Bailey Road Middle School, the current planning 
director in Davidson is working closely with CMS to develop a plan for renovating the 
historic school that CMS had proposed to dispose.  The discussions that are occurring are 
very positive and each party is open and actively seeking solutions for the school.   
 
8. It produced information and analysis that stakeholders understand and accept as accurate.  
The factors that CMS used to determine the final school site were unclear to all parties.  
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Davidson’s lack of negotiating power with CMS left them unable to demand that these 
factors be articulated to them.  As such, they didn’t necessarily understand, nor did they fully 
accept the final result of the process.  However they did decide to work with the other two 
parties to ensure that the planning and design of the school site and related infrastructure 
improvements were optimum. 
 
9. Learning and knowledge produced within the consensus process were shared by others 
beyond the immediate group.  It is unclear whether other municipalities or the larger public, 
or any other parties gained any learning from this process.  As the majority of party 
discussions did not make local headlines, and as the discussions were often private, it is 
unlikely that much learning was produced outside of the three parties involved. 
 
10. It had second-order effects, beyond agreements or attitudes developed in the process, such as 
changes in behaviors and actions, spin-off partnerships, collaborative activities, new 
practices, or even new institutions.   Although difficult to pinpoint whether it was this school 
siting process, or a result of the three collaborative planning vehicles utilized in Mecklenburg 
County, there have been may collaborative activities and new practices in which stakeholders 
have begun to work to create consensus.  An example is CMS’s acknowledgement of the 
municialities’ concerns for how projections for future student enrollment are calculated.  
CMS began working with the seven municipalities to bring projections in line with expected 
future development by using subdivision plat approval data instead of solely looking at 
building permit approvals.   
 
11. It resulted in practices and institutions that were both flexible and networked, which 
permitted a community to respond more creatively to change and conflict.  These processes 
have served to develop the professional relationships between both elected officials and staff 
representing the stakeholders.  As evidenced by CMS’s willingness to work with Davidson to 
identify an appropriate and context sensitive solution for the historic middle school, these 
relationships have strengthened the parties’ inclination to work collaborative on issues of 
mutual interest. 
 
12. It produced outcomes that were regarded as just.  The Town of Davidson did not feel that the 
process produced a just outcome as they were not given full knowledge of the factors 
involved in CMS’s decision and weren’t given the opportunity to find creative solutions for 
meeting those interests. 
 
13. The outcomes seemed to serve the common good or public interest.  The final outcome did 
meet CMS’s goal of providing a new middle school for students residing in the northern 
suburban communities.  However, as both Cornelius and Davidson are guided by new 
urbanist planning principles and goals, site #1 was a more appropriate site for meeting both 
communities’ interests of utilizing infill, and providing a walkable school adjacent to existing 
dense development.  However, agreements that followed the selection of site #2 will result in 
some of these goals being met. 
 
14. The consensus contributed to the sustainability of natural and social systems.  As there was 
no consensus reached, and as the site selected was not an infill site and can be characterized 
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as greenfield development, the process did not contribute to the sustainability of natural and 
social systems.  The three parties had the opportunity to reclaim the degraded infill site, and 
Davidson was willing to contribute financially to this end.  From a sustainability standpoint, 
site #1 was more preferable. 
 
Ardrey Kell Road High School Siting Outcome Evaluation 
1. The process produced a high-quality agreement.  The agreement reached was between the 
park and recreation department, the school district and the private developer.  The city staff 
did not agree on the final outcomes. 
 
2. It ended stalemate.  Stalemate was never reached as the school district always held the power 
to select the school site.  The interests of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission 
were not unified as staff was not in favor of disagreed with the recommendation of the 
elected officials.   
 
3. It compared favorably with other planing or decision methods in terms of costs and benefits.  
As other sites were not fully considered, the costs of benefits of the selected site in 
comparison to the alternative sites can not be determined.   
 
4. It produced feasible proposals from political, economic and social perspectives.  The 
proposals realized through the land swap and disposition process was politically and 
economically feasible.  It is unclear whether the final proposal for school siting met social 
goals. 
 
5. It produced creative ideas for action.  The discussions with the county parks and recreation 
department and the developer did produce creative solutions for siting the school and 
acquiring the land.  Without this collaboration, it would have been difficult for CMS to 
acquire the land in this part of the county as land values were so expensive and the high 
number of parcels comprising the sites made this an extremely complex negotiation. 
 
6. Stakeholders gained knowledge and understanding.  At the mandatory referral hearing before 
the planning commission, the planning director presented to the commission and to 
representatives of CMS on the benefits of locating a school along the future light rail line.  
Additional discussions between planning staff and CMS planning staff may have created 
learning opportunities, but in the end CMS representatives were not convinced that the light 
rail option was feasible, and planning staff were convinced that an opportunity had been 
missed.  
 
7. The processes created new personal and working relationships and social and political 
capital among participants.  It is not clear that this criterion was met.  The planning 
director’s emphasis and focus on this debate, and CMS’s unwillingness to meet the interests 
of the planning staff may not have stronger interpersonal relationships.  It is not clear what 
occurred. 
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8. It produced information and analyses that stakeholders understand and accept as accurate.  
Stakeholders did not reach agreement on the location of the site and did not take the time for 
joint learning and analysis of alternative sites. 
 
9. Learning and knowledge produced within the consensus process were shared by others 
beyond the immediate group.  The county parks and recreation department and the  
 
10. It had second-order effects, beyond agreements or attitudes developed in the process, such as 
changes in behaviors and actions, spin-off partnerships, collaborative activities, new 
practices, or even new institutions.  This process does not appear to have created significant 
second-order effects.    
 
11. It resulted in practices and institutions that were both flexible and networked, which 
permitted a community to respond more creatively to change and conflict.  CMS and the 
county parks and recreation department have  
 
12. It produced outcomes that were regarded as just.  The planning commission and CMS 
agreed on the final outcome and the sites selected.  There wasn’t any substantial public 
backlash against the decision. 
 
13. The outcomes seemed to serve the common good or public interest.   Sharing park facilities 
with the school and co- located the schools within the larger community it services were goals 
met in the public interest. 
 
14. The outcomes contributed to the sustainability of natural and social systems.  It is unclear 
whether this criterion was met. 
